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Study Phases

A Phase X Existing Conditions, Stakeholder interviews,
Regional Survey

A Phase Z; Scenario Planning

A Phase % Public Engagement, Alternatives
Development, Alternatives Assessment and
Recommendation
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Stakeholder Interviews Summary

Current Transportation System

A Strengths AWeaknesses

ATher eds expandaesaplinib4 on Peminsdla to
multiple options available across complete widening to Richmonc

the region to be a multimodal A ack of transit connectivity,

system redictability, coverage, and
Al-64 capacity improvements requency
AThe Tide as a backbone to otherACongestion (car dependent
modal solutions region)

ALack of linkage between
SmartScaldRTAC and TPO
processes
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Trends observed in the Hampton Roads Region

A Aging Populatidfess inclined to go longer distances and face traffic

A Funding will it continue to be focused on regional mega projects or trickle
localities for secondary projects? Suggest finding alternative sources.

A Quality of life impacted by congestion
A Collaboration of localities improving to help move people throughout the re

A Climate Change/Sea Level Rise being involved with land use discussions
military installations)

A MixedUse Areas being discussed to prowidekfilaey options
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What Is your vision for a Regional Transportation
In Hampton Roads?

A Improved multimodal transportation infrastructure, services, and connecti

A Every mode has a role to play in the system, determine the right role in the right pla
ALlocalities

A Enhanced transit serdibetter reliability, accessibility, and frequency
A Better connections between Southside and the Peninsula
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Regional Survey

A 20,000 randomly selected households
A Responsés.4% (approx. 18003% by mail, 27% online
A Statistically valid
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Demographic Profile: Respondent Home City/Cc

Respondent Home Cities/Counties
Hampton Roads Regional Survey Respondents per City/County
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Most Important Issues for the Hampton Roads Re

A Over half of respondents N aaing the Hampton Roads regiors

Base: all respondents. Multiple responses allowed.

thOught redUC|ng Crlme (55%) Percentages add to more than 100%.
. . Reduce crime (n = 1,598) | IINIGIGIGIGIGININININININININEGNGNGNGNGNEEEEEEE -5
was the most pressing issue

. . Long-term job creation (n=1,558) | NNGNGNINIGINGNGNGNGNGEGEGEGEEEEE 2500
faCI n g th e re g I O n . Make traffic faster (n = 1,558) | N /0o

Build and maintain a competitive regional
. ¢ I 40

economy (n = 1,568)

A Almost half cited I{begn jOb D e e e ey " I /29
creation (48%) and making amssions. andising oo el (1 50, N 379

More diverse and affordable housing (n =
0% . 7,

traffic faster (47%) as IMPOrtant. i mic ——— o

(n=1,524)

iSS u eS aS We I I . Preserve open space/farmland (n = 1,558) | NN o

Clean up the environment/improve air quality I :o
0

(n=1,527)

More regional cooperation (n = 1,550) | RN 259
Improve urban centers and towns (n = 1,518) | ENGNGzGzGEG 252

) ) Other includes: better
Keep local people in the region (n = 1,520) NG 17% education/schools, lower
taxes, and better
Other (n=1,493) M 5% transportation planning .
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Most Common Activity for Traveling in the Region

In the last 7 days, why did you travel in the

A In the last 7 days, 85% of respondents  Hampton Roads region?

Base: all respondents. Multiple responses allowed.

reported traveling in the Hampton Percentages add to more than 100%
Roads region for errands/shopping. g ——

A Traveling to or from work accounted for(()) I
69% (_)f respondents reasons for vy s EE—
traveling. e

Medical appointments 45%
A About half of respondents had traveled ..~ —
in the region to visit family or friends  ©=* e
(57%), medical appointments (48%}, 6i'iss - =
recreational activities or vacation (44%Y, e on s g

Travel to airports
9%

(n=1,502) Other includes:
volunteering,
Other I 3% traveling to
(n =1,494) ° church, and
moving.
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Travel Between the Peninsula and the Southside

In the last 7 days, why did you travel
between the Peninsula and the Southside?

A People mOSt COmmOnly traveled Base: all respondents. Multiple responses

allowed. Percentages add to more than 100%.

between the Peninsula and the v p— -

Southside for errands/shoppin
PpPINg stiamy o o I >

(23%) and visiting family or frlendgt e
(22%). N |

| Trav el(rt]o:olll;gcr;w)work _ 16%
A 55% made a housing or el spponimes |
employment decision t0 avold eremeuonae: gy

travel é

using connecting roads between mewo s gy
the Peninsula and the Southside  wevaw: g,

(n = 1,490)

Other includes: church
and volunteer.

Other
0,
=1450 NN 5

0% 10% 20% 30%

H/M[ TON
/4 R C) Db
PTR NNING ORGANIZATION



Most Concerning Transportation Problems

A Overa” respondents were most What are the TOP 3 transportation problems

you are most concerned about in the Hampton

concerned with aging roads/bridges Roads region?

. Base: all respondents. Multiple responses allowed.
(51%), slow traffic (49%), and tolls Percentages acd to more than 100%
(45%). e e ey I

4 . . ) Slow traffic (n = 1,564) _ 49%
A Rising transportation costs (33%) as SR S—

well as the limited options for public S S
I 0
transportatlon (28 /O) and Rising transportation costs (n = 1,538) _ 33%

i I 0] - . . _
blklnglwalklng (24 /O) Were also a Limited publlclt'rgggi)ortatlon (n= _ 28%

CO n Ce rn . Limited biking/walking options (n = 0
51 I

Mobility needs of elderly and disabled 0
residents (n = 1,533) - 12%

Impacts to the environment (n = 1,506) - 11%

Movement of freight (n = 1,497 9 Other includes: timing
ght ( ) . o traffic lights, benches &

shelters at bus stops, and
Other (n = 1,491) I 3% bad driver behavior.
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Note on Exploratory Scenario Planning

Michael Baker

Normative vs Exploratory Planning

Normative scenarios envision what SHOULD happen? EXPLORATORY scenarios ask what COULD happen?

hat if we
grow
much
faster or
slower?

L
should we
grow?

What

How might
new
technologies
change the

SHOULD
Happen?

->Discerning preferences, ->Discovering opportunities, FANIG
articulating values, shaping vision, identifying risks, shaping tactics,
strategizing preferred outcomes optimizing chances of success
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Note on Exploratory Scenario Planning

AT
AT
A

ne purpose of these Scenarios is not to predict the future
ne purpose Is to have plausible alternative futures against which to test

ternatives
Organizing Potential Testing Transportation Making Informed

Future change can ChangSeS into Alternative  Alternatives against each Decisions based on
happen in many ways cenarios Scenario Testing Results
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Scenario Narratives

: Greater

Greater Growth on Greater Growth In sSuburban/Greenfield

the Water Urban Centers Growth
Growth in wateroriented g_ignifi_cf:_antt_economic Growth is suburban/ exurban
activity iversitication o
Port of Virginia becomes even Low space requirements per job Ilz]%rrteoé(;/rlrzggliﬁvbeecomes even
more competitive [FNBES NBES F2NJ € gu5a3adrt LRNIE oN.
More dispersed housing New professionals prefer to jobs
locations live/work in urban settings Housing is more suburban
Moderate assumptions for CAV Hiah level of CV adoption and . :
adoption and network Iov% auto ownership/hl?gh TNC High level of AV adoption and
adaptation mode network adaptation
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Impacts on Regional Roadway Network (Dally)

2017 Base| 2045 Baselin

Description w/Tech*

VehiclMiles Traveled 42,225,948 52,106,565 +23.4%
Vehickéours Traveled 1,173,533 1,538,821 +31.1%
Delay (Hours) 221,122 365,076 +65.1%
Average Frew Speed (mph) 44.3 44.4 +0.2%
Average Congested Speed 36.0 33.9 -5.8%

* includes MaaS
**compared with 2017 Base Year
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Impacts on Regional Roadway Network (Daily)

Description

VehickMiles Traveled 55576661 +6.6%

Vehicktlours Traveled 1 708,757  +11.0%

Delay (Hours) 450,519 +23.4%

Average Frew
Speed (mph)

Average Congested
Speed (mph)

44.2 -0.4%

32.5 -4.1%

56,351,507

1,569,875

291,644

44.1

35.9

+8.2%

+2.0%

-20.1%

-0.7%

+5.9%

61,889,830

1,922,009

496,414

43.4

32.2

+18.8%

+25.0%

+36.0%

-2.3%

-5.0%

*compared with 2045 Baseline w/ Tech
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Change Iin Daily Delay Due to Congestion

(Compared with 2045 Baseline w/Tech)
Water Urban Suburban
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